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ABSTRACT 
 
A retailer can improve consumer loyalty to a store by identifying and implementing a suitable 
marketing strategy, which must start with proper understanding of the factors that influence 
shoppers’ choice behavior. Several empirical studies on buying behavior have pointed out that 
customer demographics may be related to store loyalty. Regarding gender, even if this variable is 
often perceived as a main predictor of differential outcomes in social psychology literature, it is 
not yet clear how these differences impact customer loyalty and the relationship between 
consumer loyalty and its antecedents. The findings of this study demonstrate that women are more 
loyal to store than men. In addition to this, it can be noted that gender does not moderate any of 
the relationships between loyalty and its antecedents. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
ustomer loyalty is crucial in customer relationship management (Melnyk et al. 2009) and is “the raison 
d’être of omnipresent loyalty programs” (Melnyk et al. 2009; see also Kivetz and Simonson 2002, 
2003; Van Heerde and Bijmolt, 2005; Yuping and Yang, 2009). In order to maximize customers’ 
loyalty, retailers need to know what factors influence it and their relative importance. For several decades marketing 
literature has focused on satisfaction, perceived value, quality and image as success factors influencing consumers’ 
loyalty (Sirgy, 1985; Fornell, 1992; Oliver, 1999; Grewal et al. 2004). However, understanding the influence of 
gender differences in these success factors would enable managers to allocate resources more efficiently. Even if 
gender is often perceived as a main predictor of differential outcomes in social psychology literature (Helgesen and 
Nesset, 2010), it is not yet clear how these differences impact customer loyalty. As highlighted by Melnyk et al. 
(2009) “this is surprising because if male and female loyalties differ, men and women might require a different 
selling approach, have different levels of customer value, and respond differently to loyalty programs and other 
actions aimed at enhancing customer loyalty”. 
 
Empirical research shows that men and women could have different attitudinal and behavioral orientations 
in their buying behavior (Homburg and Giering, 2001; Noble et al. 2006; Helgesen and Nesset, 2010). The study 
conducted by Melnyk et al. (2009) showed that whereas female customers are relatively more loyal to individuals, 
male customers are relatively more loyal to companies. The authors highlighted that men are collectively more 
interdependent and associate firms and their offerings with collective entities. Nevertheless, this finding contradicts 
other research that includes gender as a control variable (Frank et al. (2014). Such research proved that the level of 
repurchase intent is higher for women than for men (Mittal and Kamakura, 2001; Dimitriades, 2006) or there is no 
significant difference by gender (McGoldrick and Andre, 1997; Bendall-Lyon and Powers, 2002; Kim and Yoon, 
2004; Bell et al. 2005). 
 
Despite the importance of customer loyalty on the one hand and gender differences on the other hand, few 
empirical studies about the impact on gender differences on the relationship between consumer loyalty and its 
C 
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antecedents have been conducted in marketing literature and the results are mixed. The study conducted by Mittal 
and Kamakura (2001) showed that customer satisfaction is a more important driver of repurchase intent for men than 
for women. Another study carried out by Helgesen et al. 2010 did not find that gender is a moderator of the 
relationship between image, satisfaction and loyalty.  Recently, the research conducted by Frank et al. (2014) has not 
found any gender difference in the influence of customer satisfaction on repurchase intent. The authors also showed 
that perceived value has a weaker effect on repurchase intent for women than for men but public brand image more 
strongly influences repurchase intent for women than for men. 
 
In such a context, the aim of this study is to answer the questions:  
 
• Are women more loyal consumers to the store than men? 
• Does consumer gender influence the relationship between consumer loyalty and its antecedents? 
 
Concerning the antecedents of customer loyalty to the store, this study focuses on satisfaction, perceived value and 
store image. 
 
The layout of the paper begins with the conceptual framework and hypothesis development. Next, the 
methodology is described and the study’s findings are subsequently presented. The final section presents discussion 
and conclusion.  
 
2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
 
According to Melnyk et al. (2009, p. 82) “…common elements among many of the loyalty definitions are 
that there is a relationship of some sort (i.e., ranging from very shallow to very strong) between an actor and 
another entity and that the actor displays behavioral or psychological allegiance to that entity in the presence of 
alternative entities.” Store loyalty can be viewed as a construct containing a tripartite attitudinal component 
(cognitive, affective and conative) and strongly connected behavioural component (repeat patronage-retention) 
(Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 2006; Helgesen et al. 2010).  Researchers and managers point out that small changes 
in loyalty and retention can produce disproportionately substantial changes in profitability (Reichheld, 1993; 
Reichheld et al. 2000). 
 
In the meantime, researchers have studied many levers of customer loyalty to stores, companies, and brands 
(see Dick and Basu 1994; Oliver 1999; Johnson et al. 2006; Stan and Caemmerer, 2015). In marketing literature, 
customer satisfaction with products and services is the most commonly accepted antecedent of customer loyalty. 
According to Fornell (2002, p. 4) “satisfied customers can be viewed as economic assets that yield future cash 
flows.” Satisfaction is based on a comparison between the perceived and expected store performance. Thus, 
consumers with positive experiences continue visiting the store. Researchers pointed out that there is a difference 
between customer satisfaction with tangible products and with service experiences (Dimitriades, 2006). This 
difference can be explained by the inherent intangibility and perishability of services, as well as the incapacity to 
separate production and consumption (Veloutsou et al. 2005; Dimitriades, 2006). Empirical studies have proved the 
relationship between customer satisfaction, customer loyalty and company’s outcomes such as market share and 
profitability (Fornell, 1992; Rust et al. 1995; Fornell et al. 2006). In recent years, large-scale national barometers 
such as the Swedish Customer Satisfaction Index (Fornell, 1992), the American Customer Satisfaction Index 
(Fornell et al. 1996) and the European Customer Satisfaction Index (Cassel and Eklof, 2001) have been developed.  
 
Another determinant of customer loyalty is perceived value of products and services which is defined as 
perceived quality compared to the price (Fornell et al. 2005). In addition, merchandise value has been associated to 
the pleasure resulting from obtaining a good deal (Grewal et al. 1998). In retail markets, previous studies also use 
the “give-get” notion of value (Zeithaml, 1988; Dodds et al. 1991; Grewal et al. 1998; Cronin et al. 2000; Baker et 
al. 2002). Chaudhuri and Ligas (2009) suggest that one of the consequences of merchandise value would seem to be 
a simple interest in returning to the store (with a view to regaining such value). As perceived value impacts 
consumer satisfaction, its effect on loyalty is mediated by satisfaction (Fornell et al. 2005). Given the importance of 
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price in repurchase decisions, perceived value also influences loyalty directly (Johnson et al. 2001; Ngobo, 2004; 
Frank et al. 2014).  
 
Image concept is viewed as being crucial for attracting and retaining consumers (Bloemer and de Ruyter, 
1998; Pan and Zinkhan, 2006; Helgesen et al. 2010). Store image is generally defined as «…the way in which the 
store is perceived by shoppers» (Pan and Zinkhan, 2006, p. 231). More recently, Martenson (2007) showed that 
store image was mainly explained by consumers’ perception of the store as a brand (e.g. quality of relationship with 
consumers, neatness of the store, product assortment). Previous studies have shown that store image is a predictor of 
satisfaction (Boloemer and de Ruyter 1998; Stan, 2014), of perceived value (Grewal et al. 2004; Stan, 2014) and a 
predictor of loyalty (Bellenger et al. 1976; Sirgy, 1985; Stan, 2014).  
 
The model depicted in figure 1 offers a viable representation of consumer loyalty to store and guides our 
study. Taking into account the strong theoretical and empirical support for the relationships in the model, we do not 
propose a specific hypothesis for each relationship. Instead, this model serves as a basis for testing gender related 
hypotheses. 
Figure 1. Proposed conceptual model 
 
Note:             direct effect   moderating effect 
 
The direct and moderating effect are assumed to be linear here. 
 
Effects of Gender  
 
Several empirical studies on buying behavior have pointed out that customer demographics may be related 
to store loyalty (Pan and Zinkhan, 2006). Regarding gender, some studies have proved the existence of significant 
differences between men and women relating to experience and expression of emotion (Stearns, 1992; Lewis, 2000) 
and in information processing, with men being more analytical, while women tend to be more subjective (Allinson 
and Hayes, 1996; McColl-Kennedy et al. 2003). According to Putrevu (2001), differences between women and men 
derived partially from biological make up and partially from socialization experiences.  Babakus and Yavas (2008, 
p. 976) highlighted that men are “primarily guided by societal norms that require control, mastery and self-efficacy 
to pursue self-centered goals,” while women are “guided by concerns for self and others and emphasize affiliation 
and harmonious relationships with others.” Therefore, women customers are expected to be more relationship-
oriented and loyal than men customers (Ndubisi, 2006; Pan and Zinkhan, 2006). 
 
H1: Women are more loyal store customers than men 
 
As we highlighted above, the second research question of this study concerns the moderating effect of 
gender of the relationship between consumer loyalty and its antecedents. 
 
Regarding customer satisfaction, Homburg and Giering (2001) carried out a study for a German car 
manufacturer and found that satisfaction with the products has a significant effect on the intention to repurchase for 
men but not for women. This result is important for managers because a man’s decision to purchase the next car at 
the same care dealer is strongly impacted by his satisfaction with the functionality of the product itself. 
Satisfactio
n 
 
Gender 
Perceived 
value 
Store image 
Loyalty atisfaction 
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The authors also showed that satisfaction with sales process impacted a woman’s buying decision.  Another 
study conducted by Mittal and Kamakura (2001) in the U.S. automotive industry found a stronger effect of customer 
satisfaction on men’s than women’s repurchase behavior. Frank et al. 2014 explained this difference on the basis of 
gender schemata theory: “men are raised to fulfill more instrumental roles, whereas women are raised to fulfill 
more expressive roles”. Using this theoretical foundation, Campbell (1997) pointed out that men consider shopping 
as a needs-driven process and pay attention to product or service, while women consider shopping as a recreational 
experience with social and hedonic benefits beyond the satisfaction resulting from the product or service itself. Upon 
formation the repurchase intentions, men can therefore count more on satisfaction with products and services, while 
women can count more on other benefits of the shopping experience (Frank et al. 2014).  In accordance with 
previous research, we propose: 
 
H2: The positive effect of customer satisfaction on customer loyalty is weaker for women than for men. 
 
Prior research has showed that higher perceived value is reached when the consumer obtains higher 
perceived quality for the same price or the same perceived quality for a lower price. As highlighted by Frank et al. 
(2014, p. 175) “gender differences in how perceived value affects repurchase intent are thus caused by gender 
differences in the importance of quality or price”. Noble et al. (2006) suggest that women are attracted to 
exclusivity and uniqueness as attributes of products and services. Women may be willing to pay higher prices to get 
these attributes given that need for uniqueness positively affects willingness to pay (Tian et al. 2001).  Research also 
pointed out that women pay more than men to maintain harmonious relationships with salespeople and obtain 
products which are certain to please other people (Gelfand et al. 2006; Cron et al. 2009). Moutinho et al. 1996 
argued that price is interpreted as an indicator of quality much more by women than men. Thus, women tend more 
to doubt and avoid very low-priced products (Frank et al. 2014).  
 
Other studies pointed out that compared with women, men are more task-oriented and place more 
importance on efficiency and achievement than do women (Eagly, 1987; Meyers-Levy, 1988; Schwartz and Rubel-
Lifschitz, 2005, 2009). Men thus compromise less on lower prices (Gelfand et al. 2006; Stuhlmacher and Walters, 
1999) and higher product quality (Iacobucci and Ostrom, 1993; Chiu, 2002).  To conclude, the psychological 
literature of gender differences provides reasons to suppose that men focus more than women on higher quality and 
lower prices in repurchase decisions.  Therefore, we put forward the following hypothesis: 
 
H3: The positive effect of perceived value on customer loyalty is weaker for women than for men. 
 
A favorable image expresses trust in product choices and provides social demonstrance, that is, impressing 
other consumers (Ball et al. 2004; Türkyılmaz and Özkan, 2007; Fischer et al. 2010; Frank et al. 2014). Store image 
reflects public trust in the shop, diminishes perceived risk, and is sensitive to product safety concerns (Ball et al. 
2004; Fischer et al. 2010). Marketing and psychology literature suggests that women pay more attention than to men 
to trust (Ndubisi, 2006; Shemwell and Cronin, 1995), security (Schwartz and Rubel-Lifschitz, 2005, 2009) as well as 
risk reduction (Garbarino and Strahilevitz, 2004). According to Lawrence et al. (2006) and Moutinho et al. (1996), 
the social confidence of women is more dependent on their self-image and on how they impress others. Consistent 
consumption of the same brand with a favorable image allows consumers to transfer positive brand associations to 
themselves (Ball et al. 2004; Escalas and Bettman, 2005; Türkyılmaz and Özkan, 2007). In line with the above we 
propose the following hypothesis: 
 
H4: The positive effect of store image on customer loyalty is stronger for women than for men. 
 
3. METHODOLOGY 
 
Testing of the research model and hypotheses was carried out thanks to data collected in conjunction with a 
major American retailer. The sample was randomly generated using the list for the retailer’s loyalty program. A total 
of 3049 respondents participated in the current study.  To test our hypotheses we designed the survey questionnaire 
by using scales adapted from marketing literature. The items, except for “loyalty,” were ranked on a scale of 1 to 10 
with 1 representing “strongly disagree” and conversely 10 “strongly agree;”  loyalty was measured on a scale from 1 
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to 5 (1 = “strongly disagree” and 5 = “strongly agree”).  Table 1 presents the scales this study used.  The survey was 
mailed to individual consumer households with the specific instructions that it be filled in by the member of each 
household in charge of doing the grocery shopping.  The sample’s main attributes are thus: 
 
Gender:  
men: 48%  
women: 52%  
 
Age: 
[18; 25]: 3% 
[25; 45]: 39%  
[45; 65]: 49% 
[65; 85]: 9%  
 
Table 1. Scales used in the study 
Constructs and Items 
 
Store image (adapted from Mazursky and Jacoby, 1986; Baker et al. 1994) 
 
You are familiar with them and understand what they are about. (Image1) 
They have different services that other discount retail stores do not have. (Image 2) 
They are a popular discount retail store. (Image 3) 
They feel like a friend. (Image 4) 
 
Perceived value (adapted from Sweeney and Soutar, 2001) 
 
This store offers value for money. (Value 1) 
This store provides a good service for the price. (Value 2) 
 
Customer Satisfaction (adapted from Oliver, 1981; Mittal and Kamakura, 2001) 
 
Overall Satisfaction (Satisf 1) 
Meet Expectations (Satisf 2) 
 
Customer loyalty (adapted from Mittal et al. 1998; Maxham and Netemeyer, 2002) 
 
Six months from now, how likely are you to still be shopping at <   >? (Loyalty 1) 
How likely would you be to recommend <      > to friends and colleagues? (Loyalty 2) 
 
4. FINDINGS 
 
To test the model depicted in figure 1 we used the Partial Least Squares (PLS) approach (Wold, 1966; 
Chin, 1998a, b; Tenenhaus et al. 2005) with XLSTAT 2014 software. The measurement model was tested by 
assessing individual item reliability, construct reliability and unidimensionality, convergent and discriminant 
validity (Bagozzi, 1981). The relationships between the manifest variables (measures) and their latent variables are 
supposed to be reflective here. 
 
The structural model was tested by estimating the path coefficients between the constructs and the R2 for 
the endogenous variables. 
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Measurement Model  
 
Individual Item Reliability  
 
This criterion is assessed with the factor loadings. The recommended values for this indicator should be 
above 0.7 (Carmines and Zeller, 1979). The following table shows that all factor loadings are higher than 0.7. 
 
Table 2. Factor loadings 
Latent variable Total sample (n=3049) Men sample (n=1480) Women sample (n=1569) 
Satisfaction 
 
  
Satisf 1 0.964 0.971 0.959 
Satisf 2 0.966 0.969 0.964 
Image 
 
  
Image 1 0.802 0.782 0.817 
Image 2 0.785 0.769 0.794 
Image 3 0.753 0.724 0.772 
Image 4 0.830 0.806 0.847 
Value 
 
  
Value 1 0.932 0.925 0.936 
Value 2 0.896 0.899 0.893 
Loyalty 
 
  
Loyalty 1 0.912 0.896 0.924 
Loyalty 2 0.940 0.937 0.944 
 
Construct Reliability and Unidimensionality  
 
In order to verify the construct reliability of each latent variable we use Cronbach’s α. As shown in the 
following table all α values meet the reliability analysis of α > 0.75 (Tenenhaus et al. 2005) and all constructs are 
unidimensional. 
 
Table 3. Reliability and Unidimensionality 
 Total sample Men Sample Women Sample 
Latent 
variable 
Cronbach’s 
α  
First 
Eigenvalue 
Second 
Eigenvalue 
Cronbach’s 
α  
First 
Eigenvalue 
Second 
Eigenvalue 
Cronbach’s 
α  
First 
Eigenvalue 
Second 
Eigenvalue 
Image 0.803 2.517 0.703 0.773 2.380 0.779 0.823 2.612 0.651 
Value 0.805 1.674 0.326 0.799 1.666 0.334 0.809 1.679 0.321 
Satisfaction 0.927 1.863 0.137 0.937 1.881 0.119 0.919 1.850 0.150 
Loyalty 0.836 1.718 0.282 0.812 1.683 0.317 0.854 1.745 0.255 
 
Convergent validity of the constructs was fulfilled as AVE values (Average Variance Extracted) were 
greater than 0.5 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The following table shows that all AVE exceed 0.50, confirming that 
all constructs demonstrate satisfactory convergent validity (Chin, 1998b).  
 
Table 4. Average Variances Extracted 
Latent variable Total Sample Men Sample Women Sample 
Image 0.629 0.594 0.653 
Value 0.835 0.832 0.838 
Satisfaction 0.932 0.940 0.925 
Loyalty 0.858 0.840 0.872 
 
The Discriminant Validity of constructs was assessed by comparing AVE values to squared correlations 
between the constructs. This criterion is satisfied when the AVE values (the matrix diagonal) are superior to squared 
correlations between the constructs (Fornell and Larker, 1981). Table 4 shows that this condition has been satisfied. 
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Table 5. Discriminant Validity 
 
Total sample Men sample Women sample 
 
Image Value Satis-faction Loyalty Image Value 
Satis-
faction Loyalty Image Value 
Satis-
faction Loyalty 
Image 0.629 0.452 0.424 0.347 0.594 0.477 0.434 0.330 0.653 0.436 0.415 0.354 
Value 
 
0.835 0.409 0.320  0.832 0.386 0.290  0.838 0.428 0.345 
Satisfaction 
  
0.932 0.449   0.940 0.436   0.925 0.459 
Loyalty 
   
0.858    0.840    0.872 
 
Structural Model 
 
The global index, Goodness of Fit (GoF, Tenenhaus et al., 2005), shows very good results for all samples, 
which demonstrate that the overall model fit: 
 
• total sample: 0.615 
• men’s sample: 0.607 
• women’s sample: 0.622. 
 
Table 6. Results of Structural Model 
Dependent 
Variables 
Explanatory 
Variable 
Total sample Men sample Women sample 
R2 Path coef 
p-
value R
2 Path coef 
p-
value R
2 Path coef 
p-
value 
Loyalty  Satisfaction 
Store Image 
Value 
Gender 
0.503 
0.446 
0.195 
0.148 
0.052 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.478 
0.461 
0.184 
0.125 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 0.515 
0.438 
0.203 
0.167 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
Satisfaction  Store Image 
Value 
0.498 0.404 
0.368 
0.000 
0.000 
0.487 0.440 
0.317 
0.000 
0.000 
0.508 0.377 
0.405 
0.000 
0.000 
Value  Store Image 0.452 0.672 0.000 0.477 0.690 0.000 0.436 0.660 0.000 
 
The predictive value of the endogenous variables was assessed using the R2 value for the dependent 
variables, which determine the amount of variance explained by the model. Our results indicate that the predictors 
explain substantial amounts of variance in the endogenous variables for all samples. Concerning loyalty, the 
theoretical model explains approximately 50% of the variance, which demonstrates a very satisfactory predictability. 
The results also show that all relationships are significant (p-value = 0) which validate the proposed model as a 
feasible platform for testing gender-related hypotheses.  
 
Tests of Research Hypotheses 
 
As indicate in table 6, the first hypothesis (H1: women are more loyal customer to the store than men) is 
supported (path coef = 0.052; p-value = 0).  Furthermore, table 6 shows that the total effect of interaction 
satisfaction on loyalty is 0.438 and 0.461 for the women’s and men’s samples respectively. Thereafter, the total 
effect of perceived value on loyalty for women consumers is 0.167 and 0.125 for men, and the total effect of store 
image on loyalty for women consumers is 0.203 and 0.184 for men. In going beyond these observations and 
formally testing H2, H3 and H4 hypotheses we used multi-group comparison methods in the framework of PLS Path 
Modeling (Chin and Dibbern, 2005). Here we used XLstat software with a permutation test. The next table shows 
that the hypotheses H2, H3 and H4 are not supported (p-value > 0.05). 
 
Table 7. Results of Multi-group Permutation Test 
Latent variables Difference p-value 
Image → Loyalty 0.019 0.756 
Value → Loyalty 0.042 0.318 
Satisfaction → Loyalty 0.023 0.672 
The Journal of Applied Business Research – July/August 2015 Volume 31, Number 4 
Copyright by author(s); CC-BY 1600 The Clute Institute 
5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
The contemporary marketing literature, switching from a transaction orientation to a relationship 
orientation (Berry, 1995; Grönroos, 1995, Morgan and Hunt, 1994), allows that gaining and retaining customer 
loyalty as the final objective may be more important than meeting customer satisfaction (Augustin and Sing, 2005; 
Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 2006). A retailer can improve consumer loyalty to a store by identifying and 
implementing a suitable marketing strategy, which must start with proper understanding of the factors that influence 
shoppers’ choice behavior (Pan and Zinkhan, 2006).  Our study indicates that customer satisfaction has the strongest 
direct impact on loyalty, followed by store image and perceived value and these findings are supported by all 
samples. Thus, increasing customer satisfaction diminishes the risk and volatility associated with future net cash 
flows (Fornell et al. 2006) because satisfied customers are less interested in competitor’s efforts. 
 
Our results also show that store image remains more important than perceived value in the formation of 
customer loyalty, though we can note that store image also has a positive impact on satisfaction and perceived value. 
Therefore, an increase in store image resulted in an indirect increase in store loyalty via store satisfaction and value 
but also in a direct increase. Accordingly, store image is crucial for the retailers’ marketing strategy.  As highlighted 
by Ball et al. (2006), Türkyılmaz and Özkan (2007) a positive store image arises from social contributions, 
reliability, professionalism, and innovation but also from communicating these advantages through advertising.  
 
The perceived value - loyalty relationship is another important factor for retailers in the long term. 
Perceived value has a direct impact on loyalty as well as an indirect impact via store satisfaction. According to 
Chaudhuri and Ligas (2009, p. 408) “an acceptable match between an individual’s expectations of price and quality 
and a store’s offerings on these same features result in a willingness or interest in obtaining the same value at the 
store in the future”. There are consumers who estimate perceived value based on economic reasons and who will 
return to a store that offers good quality at a fair price. Yet, consumers could be motivated to carry out inter-store 
comparison (Krishnan et al. 2006) and obtain an assessment of the relative value of the store compared to others.  
 
The findings also demonstrate that women are more loyal to store than men. As suggested by Pan and 
Zinkhan (2006), “gender is the only successful demographic variable, which suggests that women tend to be more 
frequent shoppers than men”. On the other hand, women are prone to interdependent self-construal and the 
objective is to develop self-defining relations to maintain a connection with others via interpersonal affiliations, 
affiliations to groups, and to a community (Cross and Madson, 1997; Noble et al. 2006). On the contrary, men tend 
to rely on independent self-construal and thus are less concerned with these types of affiliations (Cross and Madson, 
1997; Noble et al. 2006). As the retailer who participated in the current study, it is located in a residential 
community, and this could explain that women are more loyal to the store, thanks to a sense of important affiliation 
and connectedness (Noble et al. 2006). This finding is important for retailer strategy and suggests that the retailer 
should focus on the role of the store in the community when interacting with women (via advertising or in-store 
interactions). 
 
 In addition to this, it can be noted that gender does not moderate any of the relationships between loyalty 
and its antecedents. Indeed, the path coefficients of the relationships between the 3 antecedents and loyalty are not 
significant different between women and men sample. Concerning the relationship between customer satisfaction 
and loyalty, our findings are in line with previous research such Helgesen et al. 2010, Frank et al. (2014). As in 
Helgesen et al. 2010, our study did not find that gender moderates the relationship between store image and loyalty. 
However, contrary to the study carried out by Frank et al. (2014), our results show that gender does not serve as a 
moderator of the relationship between value and loyalty. A possible explanation of these results could be that retail 
stores offer mainly low-involvement products. Most products of the retailer stores are purchased with lower levels of 
affection. Nevertheless, we can note that some products offered by the retailer might be high-involvement products 
as well. 
 
As with all empirical research, this study has several limitations. First, we considered data from one 
particular point in time only. However, proceeding in this way, we assume there is no time lag between a 
consumer’s feeling of being satisfied and the behavioral consequences. Therefore, it would be interesting to carry 
out a longitudinal study. Second, we only used linear relationships between loyalty and its antecedents. 
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Nevertheless, several studies find that these relationships are non-linear (Anderson and Mittal, 2000; Mittal and 
Kamakura, 2001) and that further research is needed. Finally, our study focused on one demographic variable – 
gender. It would by interesting for the retailer’s strategy to analyze the moderating effect of other demographic 
variables such as age, income, education.  
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